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INTRODUCTION

The Fellowshrp organlzatlon at M. C I., Norfolk is a program
whlch developed under the guidance of the Rev. Robert Dutton,
Protestant chaplaln at the Instltutlon. The program has evolved

from & small gatherlng of immates after Sunday serv1ces who dlscuseed
,. 7church-related matters: to a relatrvely large groue‘of {nmates and

churchmen from nelghborlng parlshes{outmates} who join in formal

and 1nforma_ dlscu551on on a w1de varlety of toplcs. The "0utmate

Hendbook" p01nts out a dual Punctlon of the lnterchange between

‘1nmate and "outmate“' The 1nmate benefltssl” that the outmate "lends‘

'.support to the men”ﬁho want to lIve;o be.ter llfe, prov1des a role

model O; Solld mcral character, demonstrates that someone on the
: y o

' out51de cares and relleves some of the boredom assoelared w1th

prlson llfe.' At the same, tlme the outeete 15 prov1ded a meane of

those presently operatlng are a SOClﬁ mducatlon group,
Afro-Amerlcan Ethnlc Conmlttee, a Gavelmasters organlzatlon, and

- group whlch alds 1n preparlng 1nmates for release. On the

out51de ex-lnmates and outnates melntaln_oontact through regular _

meetlngs and perlodlc conferences.;- 1nanc1al-a551stance 13 -

avallable to 1nmates after thelr release, some JOb placement 15
attempted, and a progrem prov1d1ng_}ntense support for 1nmate5-

+

after release is being considered.
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Tnn “esert stuay'ls an analy31s of the men who 301n the

T ——
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Fellowshlp-program whlle_lmprlsoned at ¥.C.I., Norfolk. It is

~ designed to be a descriptivé_review of the.type‘of men who join
Féilowship as contrasted with what might be cailed“the Haveragen
'Norfolk.population. In drawing this éomparisoﬁ a total of eleven
 ”var1ables were analyzed. The'differences and similaritiés between
.Fellowshlp members and the general Norfolk populatlon on these |

varlables are presented in this report.

“SA%'LPIE :

: The Fellowsh:p:nembershlp group as Lt 1s discussed in this

B 'report 1s actually the combination of two groups. The first is a

.group of 7h 'men who JOlned Fellowshlp and remalned as members
:untll they‘were released from the institution, Thelr average length

of-tine in;Fellowship was 1l months with the shortest time being 3

4

months and the 1ongest being Ui years. The second group is comprised

e Tl T

mof 67 men who 301ned F3110W3h1p but droPPed out of the organlzatlon

LA e

ol prlor“to being released. Thelr average length af time in the

-—,.__._...._-_....-.—-—.-

-:_orgaplzatlon was 3 months with 2 minimum 1nvolvement of 1 week and
a.méximum'involvement of slightly more than a year. These two

fgroups were comblned into the so-called Fellcwshlp group in order

‘ 3to provlde a descrlptlve analy81s of the men who become 1nvolved

1; the organlzatlon irrespective of whether or not they remained
..;wiih_thsldrganiZation until release. The characteristics of these
: 15;@ groupé.are féviewed separateiy only where such data are of
iﬁiéreét to the study., When these data are presented the flrst
group 1s referred to as the Fellowshlp Releasees and the second

‘as the FellOWShlp Dropouts.
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The data on the overall Norfolk population was gathered by

'ﬁtilizing information available from the Norfolk Base Expectancy
' Stody: a studyfwhich established predictive tables for inmate
'_Suecess after releaself The Base Expectancy Study contained data
"?oon 363 men released from Norfolk during 1960 and also 1ncluded
Tlnfornatlon'on a h year follow-up to determine what per cent of

_ these men had been returned to prlson.

"e The Fellowsnlp sample contelned data on 1hl men who had been

| ewln.Fellowshlp between 1961 and the end of 1965 and who had been

‘d._released sometlme durlog thlo perlod The records of attendance

“exallable were eomplene only. from June 1963 to the present, but

several of the long term members were able to provide names of

men mho had been in the orgdnlzatlon.prlor to that time. The

‘Lavallable records 1ndlcated length of tlne 1nvolved in the

_ organlzatlon and those who dropped out prlor to release.

im;& PRE’SEN‘PATiON '

- In addltlon to comparlng the Fellowshlp sample with the

": general Worfolk popula tion on 11 varlables; the tables at the end
'_ of the report inclule the proportlon of men who dropped out of the
.Fellowsh1p in each category. For example, of the L5 Blacks who
. joined the organization , wh.hﬁ.(20) of +them eventually dropped
_.out. if-dt is presumed t t one person is duSu as llkely to drop
vout as the next, tnat is nhe$ o eelectlve facuors are operatlng

.w1th1n the group, then it would bz expected thzt the Black people

Francis J. Carney, 1"‘Jﬂedz.ctlng Recidivism in a Medium Security
Correctionzl Instituticn,” Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology,
and Police Science. {Sept., 1967) ppe. 330-L3




" would be expected to drop out., As can be readily observed, the

who joined the organization would drop out at a rate similar to

the overall drop out rate of the total group. In the study, 67 of

‘the 141 men in the Fellowship sample were Dronuts thus the drop-

out rate is L7.5%. If no selective factor is operating in regard

.to:face then h7.5£'of the'Whites and 47.5% of the BlacES who join

dropout rate of the Blacks is slightly lower than would be expected.

The varlables that were compared covered three general areas:

: _Background Factors Crlmlnal Hlstozy, and Present Incarceratlon.'
- The initial method of comparison was to statlstlcally analyze the
'numoers in the various categories of these areas by comparing the

three basic groups: Norfolk to Releasees, Releasées to Dropouts,

and Dropouts to dorfoik. Analysis of these data revealed that

'inclusion of the drdpout data with the Releasee data produced

_f0p1y mlnor dlffe*ences in the 51gn1f1uanbe of these data as 1t

A L T T R

.'COmpared to the Norfolk sample. Thus to simplify comparison the

:data fqr Releasees and Dropouts were combined. .In all of‘tﬁe

.caﬁpérisonsrchi Squares were performed to determine significance.
- Append1A A 1nc1udes the probability scores where they ate

3151gn1f1cant

COMPARISOH CF NORFOLK 10 FELLOWSEIP GROUP

BACKGROGD FACTORS

The first area reviewed was background factors gathered on the

._ mgn_in the sample. These included raceznd_type of military discharge.

The only factor which proved tote significantly different between
the two groups wes raceQ The Fellcﬁship program‘attracts_ar

31gn1flcant1y hi gh r proportion cf Blacks than would be expected
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from their representation in the average Norfolk population'and a
siightly higher proportion of them stay in than would be expected
~{Table 1). There was no significant difference on type of military

'dlscharge {Table 2) in comparlng the two groups, that 15 the

Fellowshlp grsup was typlcal of the average horfolk populatlon

' 'on thlS factor._

Informatlon on marital status {Table 3) and educatlon (Table h)

"was.avallable for{he Releasee and Dropout samples, but not for
| Eé@ﬁé;folk group.. A comparlson of the two Fellowship groups
flndlcated there was no significant dlfference between them on
_elther variable. In both groups the average grade level attained

‘was 8th grade aad in each the proportion of 51ngle, marrled

separated, divorced, ard widowed men was similar.

- CREAINAL HISTORY -

In the area of crlmlnal hlstory the factors con51dered were

o age at flrst arrest (Table S), number of prlor arrests (Table 6),

and number of prlor commltments (1nclud1ng state federal, and

House of Correctlon commltments) (Table 7) Analysis- of these

'factors revealed that the Fellewshlp group did not dlffer
31ga1flcantbr from the average Norfolk populatlon on any of these

parameters. Thls means. that the Fellowshlp members have a

crlmlnal h story 51m11ar to the average Norfolk populatlon._ The

'average age at flrst arrest was 18 5 years old the average number

of prlor arrests was 8 8 and the average number of prev1ous

commltments was 2.2. If the Release and Dropout groups are
con81dered separately the Dropouts are found to have béen flrst

arrested at a sllghtly'younger age, they have a hlgher average

"\_‘ ~ B
)
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“nurber of arrests and their commitment rate is higher than their releasee
counterparts. Although these differences do exist none of them are great
enough to show a significant differenoe between dropout and releasee.

PRESENT INCARCERATTION

' | The third maJor category'to be cons_dered were feetors concerning LN
1the inmate's present incarceration. These included 1nformet10n on age
at.present commitment, type of offense, good time withheld, length of
:.presenp.incarcerapioﬁ, type of reiease,'end whether the present
eincarceration was the consequence of parole violation. It was found
jt.hat there was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the two groups on age

at commltment (Table 8), amount of good time lost because of dlsc1p11nary
.actlon {Table 12), or the present 1ncarceratlon being the result of
parole v1olat10n (Table lO) ‘ Slgnlflcance was found on the remaining

3 factors. There were proportlonately'more sex offenders in the
LFellowshlp group than are found in the average Norfolk populatlon o _j
!(Table'9). The length of present 1ncarceratlon for the Fellowshlp

‘group was elgnlflcantly longer than the Norfolk sample (Table ll) and a
151gn1flcantly higher proportion of Fellowshlp members were released

';'from the 1nst1tutlon on-parole (Table 13),.

p N

In con51der1ng the non-significant fectors; it was found that the.

7 ieverage age. at c0mm1tment for the Fellowshlp group was 31.0 years, B80%
: p:of the sample had no good tlme w1thheld and only 11. 3% of them served
thelr present 1ncarcerazlon for v1olat10n of parole. |

Analy81s of the factors that were 51gn1f1cant 1nd1cated that the

ﬁedlan 1ength of present commltment for Norfolk group was 1 year, 8
';monuhs as opposed to l year, 11 mOnths for the Fellowshlp group., 1In
the Fellowshlp sample 88% of the men were reléased from the institution

on perole as compared to 76% of the Norfolk sample rece1v1ng parcle,
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~ The third significant variable indicated that sex offenders constituted
_22.7% of.the Fellowship sample whereas the proportion of such offenders
~in the Norfolk populaticn is 15.7%. Thus sex offenders are more likely
to 301n Fellowshlp than men sentenced for other types of criminal |
"actlvlty and thelr dropout rate is sllghtly lower than would be expecteds
| In a oomparlson of the Dropout data to the Releasee group, it was
'found that there was a 31gn1flcant dlfference between the two groups on

"'._the rate at whlch they recelved parole. Although there is thls substantlal

dlfferenoe oetween the two groups on the rate at which they recelve parole,
when these two groups are comblned as the "Fellowsth" group a 51gn1f1cant
dltference stlll ex1sts between thls group and the Norfolk sarple. On a
hlerarchy, the Norfolk group has the louest rate of parole, the dropout

group 1s somewhat hlgher and tne releasee group is the hlghest. lhe rete

- at whlch the men receive parole proved to be the only s1gn1f1cant
dleerence between the releasee and the dropout group.

A summary of the data presented in the study 1nd1cates that there
eere no 81gn1f1cant dlfferenoes between the Norfolk and Felloushlp groups
”;on seven of the eleven varlables that were examlned. These vsrlables
1ncluded type of mllltary dlscharge age at flrst arrest, number of
prlor arrests, number of prlor commltments, present 1ncarceration for
_parole vrolatlon, amount of good tlme w1thheld and age et_presest.
eommltment The study does 1nd1cate that there are siéhiflcahtly more_
' Blacks 1n the Fellowshlp organlzatlon than would be expected, the typical

member spends more tlme 1mprlsoned than the average inmate at Norfolk,

there are more sex offenders in Fellowship than would be expected and

finally, the chances for Fellowshlp members gettlng parole are 51gn1flcant1y

better than tne Norfolk pOpulatlon in general.




.- This study was intended as a descriptive analysis of the men who

Join the Fellowship orgenization., The only conclusion that is warranted

ié that with the exception of these factors mentioned above, the

Féll&wship membership is typical of the general Horfolk pbpulatione An
- analyéis of.thelo;ganizations effectiveness will beﬁéreseﬁted in a |

L forthéoming study of recidivism.
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: BACKGROUND FACTCRS ST ’
("l - Table -"'-L- :
WP Race l | . . ] | |
' Norfolk - . Fellowship ' Dropout Rate
£ ¥ £ N
White 299 (B2.4) 96 (68.1) W1 (19.0)
Blak . 6k (QT.6) b5 (L) 20 (heb)

X2 = 12.22, df = 1, p < 001

 TaMle 2

Mitlitary Dischzrge

No Servics’ " 198 (54.5) T8

. (55.3) 4o  (51.3)
. Homorable Discharge 103 (28.4) ' 31 (22.0) 11 (35.5)
Cther 62 (17.1) 32 (22.7) 16 (50.0)
Taxiz 3
| Marital Data | _
‘gm0 simgle - N7 (33.3) 25 (53.2)
B Married Not b (3L.2) 23 (52.3)
- Widowed - Available 7 - (5.0) 1 (16.7)
‘Divoreed . . . o 28 (19.8) 12 (h2.8)
Separated . ) _ - N 15 (10.6) -6 (Lo.0O)
- Table L
_ .Education. { )
1-6 S 25 (a7.7) 12 (48.0)
7T-8 " - . : L2 (29.8) o 18 (h2.9) .
5 - 11 Not 48 (3k.0) 25 (52.1)
- 12 and Above Availsble ' 16 (11.3) SIS 7 (h3.7)
~ Special Class | 9 (6.1} 5 (55.5)
Unknown. 1 (. o (0.0)
. CRTMINAL HISTORY
Table _‘_5_
Age at Fﬁ'.rst Arres£ _ -
. g~1 - 112 (30.8) - b3 (30.5) - 19 (Lh.2)
15 - 19 132 (36.k) ' 53 (37.6) 27 (50.9)
- 20 - 2h 6L - (17.6) 28 (19.8) 16 E57.i§
29.

25+ . 55 (15.2) 17 (12.1) 5



Table 6 T
Number of Prior Arrests
( | -_ - ' Norfolk ' Feilowship R ) 7 Dropout Rate -
v g yog Ng
S0-5 127 (35.0) 58 (l1.1) 21 (46.6)
6-10 - 105 (28.9) ol (29.1) S 18 (h3.9)
11 or More 131 (36.1) L2 (29.8) 22 (52.&\),_,3& :
 Tabie 7
~ Prior Penal Commitments |
S Neme 117 (32.2) B (31.1) 18 (13.9)
Tme or More - aé - (67.8) - 1loo (68.9) L9 (49.0)
 PRESENT INCARCERATION ;
Age at ?raseht' Comnitment |
. Sorless 156 (13.0) sk (38.3) 29 (53.7)
G 2635 0 112 (30.8) - k3 (30.5) 19 {Lie2)
"7 - .36 or Above . 95 (26.2) - by (31.2) S19 (L3.1)
- Type of Offense | |
‘ rerson . 135 (37.2) 54 (38.3) S 3 (BT.k)
Property : 165 (L45.5) 49 (3h.7) ' 21 (Le.9)
© Sex : - 57 (15.7) 32 (22.7) : 130 (Lo.6)
o Other. . 6 (1l7) 6 (L3) . 2 (33.3)
B AN X2 = 8,16, df = 3, 02 pgL05
.':,"Jab}.e,_.'f_._g‘ ' _
" Present Comnitment For Parole Violation -
Yes . 56 (15.4) 16 (11.3) 11 (68.8)
Mo ~ - 307 (8L.6) 125 (88.7) 56 (bh.8)




Tab]_ey; o . | %\&\ : e

Length of Present Incarcération

“Norfolk Fellowship ' Dropout.Rafe
LI ooz LI 4
Less than 1 year 70 (19.3) A} | { 9.9) 9 (64.3)
1 - 2 years 16 (h5.2) 63  (hk.7) i 28 (LL.h) .
More than 2 years 129 (35.5) 6h (45.h) : 30 (b6.9)n.
g X% =791, af = 2, .0le pe .02 ’

Table 12

. Good T:Lme Withheld

. None wlthheld 300 (82.6) ' 113 (80.1) 56 (h9.6)
Some withheld 63 (Q7.h) 28 (19.9) 11 (39.3)

Table 13
Type of Release .

6.0) 125 (88.7) .55 (4L.0)

Pérolewi 276 (
L.0) 16 (11.3) 12 (75.0)

- Discharge _ 87

S K]

2 =_9.95, df = 1, 001 ps 0L

*If the Fellowshlp group is broken down into its qupout and Releasee Components
. a gsignificant difference exists between them i.e. Releasees have a significantly
hlgher rate of Parole WOl p<.s 027' ' :




